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7.0 EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

A detailed evaluation and comparison of the five alternatives that are discussed in Section
6 are presenied in the Final Feasibility Study Report (April 2004). Tables 4 and 5 are

taken from this FS 1eport; Table 4 shows a summary of the detailed evaluation while
Table 5 shows a qualitative/quantitative comparison of the five alternatives.

Protect human health and the environment

The cap in Alternative 1, along with institutional controls, would prevent direct contact
with and ingestion of PCB contaminated soils. Solidification of PCB contaminated soils
and a cap under Alternative 2 would also prevent direct contact and ingestion of
contaminated soils The potential for future migration of chemical to ground water is not
eliminated under Alternatives 1 and 2. PCB contaminated soils would be excavated
under Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. All PCB contaminated soils with concentrations above 10
mg/Kg would be excavated under Alternatives 4 and 5. Soil underneath the building
would remain in Alternative 3 until the building is removed and additional soils would be
excavated. Excavation of the PCB contaminated soils would prevent direct contact with
and ingestion of impacted soils, and would eliminate the potential for future migration of

PCBs to ground water.

Comply with cleanup standards

The PCBs cleanup level would not be met at the point of compliance for Alternatives 1
and 2; however, compliance with cleanup standards could be attained under the
requirements of WAC 173-340-740(6)(f). Under this section, cleanup actions involving
containment may be determined to comply with cleanup standards if: the selected
remedy is permanent to the maximum extent practicable; the cleanup action 1s protective
of human health; the cleanup action is demonstrated to be protective of terrestrial
ecological receptors; institutional controls are put in place; compliance monitoring and
periodic teviews are designed to ensure the long-term integrity of the containment
systemn; and, the types, levels, and amount of hazardous substances remaining on-site and
the measures that will be used to prevent migration and contact with those substances are

specified in the draft cleanup action plan.

The PCBs cleanup level would be met at the points of compliance for the industrial
properties under Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. The cleanup level of 1 mg/kg would not be met
in the alleyway but cleanup standards could be complied with under WAC 173-340-

TAO(6)(E)
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Cormply with Applic’;able State and Federal Laws

All the five alternatives could comply with the applicable and federal laws that are listed
m Table 6.

Provide for Compliance Monitoring

Protection monitoring would be conducted to confirm that human health and the

-— —enyuenment-are aéeqnateiybprﬁte&edréuﬂﬂg—mapleme&t&aeﬂ ef—the—c}eaﬂ&p—ac&en
Conﬁrmatlonal sampling under Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would be conducted to verify that

soils remaining after the excavation are less than 10 mg/Kg.

7.2 Other Requirenients

Use permanent solutions to the maximum cxtent pracﬁcéble

;Protectlveness This mvolves the overall pzotectlveness of human health and the
'envuonment Altematlve S ranks the thhest because all PCB- conta.mmated soﬂ w1th
concentrations above the mdustual cleanup Ievel would be removed from the Site and the
PCBS Would be destroyed by incineration off- site. Like Altematlve 5, Altematwe 4.
would mvolve the excavation of all PCB contammated soil w1th concentratlons above the
. cleanup levei AltematWG 4 ranks lower than AItematlve 5 because the PCBS would not

~ bed stroyed but would be contained off- 51te Altematwe 3 ranks Iower than Altematlve
4 sincg PCB- conta:mmated soﬂs Would stlll Iemam undemeath the bulldmg Altematwe
1.ranks the lowest in plotectlveness since no PCBs would be removed and would ]ust be
contamed on Site. Alternative 2, where the PCBs would be 1mmob111zed and contained

on Site, ranks higher than Alternative 1.

Permanence: This is the degree to which the altemative permanently rediices the toxicity,
mobility or volume of the hazardous substances. Alternative 5 ranks the highest in terms
of permanence since the PCBsin soﬂs that are excavated would be pelmanenﬂy
:destxoyed by the incineration process. Altematlve 4 ranks less than Altematlve 5 because
the P(,Bs in the soils that are excavated Would be not destroyed but Would be contamed
off- 31te Altematlve 3 ranks less tha:n Alternative 4 since soils undemeath the bmldmg
would not be immediately removed. Altemnative 1 1anks the lowest in permanence as this
altematlve would not Ieduce the toxicity, moblhty, or volume of the PCBs'in soﬂs “
Alternative 2, because the mobility of PCBs would be Ieﬂuced through

sohdlfachon/ stabilization, ranks hjgher than Altematlve L.

Cost: Table 7 isa su;tmnaly of the costs of the five alternatlves The Final F: eas1bﬂ1ty

Study Report presents the cost estimates for the various alternatives. These costs figurés

are preliminary, order-of-magnitude estimates, which are developed primarily for the
putpose of comparing remedial alternatives during the Iemedy selection. Actual

quantities, dimensions, and engineering parameters, and cost estimates will be
determined in the remedial design phase Alternative 1 is the least costly and Aitematlve
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5 1s the most expensive. Alternative 3 costs more than Alternative 4 The removal of one
drywell and the underground storage tank inside the building in Alternative 3 would cost

more if the building remains, versus removing these following demolition of the building.

Long-term Effectiveness: This includes the degree of certainty that the alternative wiil be
successful, the reliability of the alternative during the period of time hazardous
substances are expected to remain on-site at concentrations that exceed cleanup levels,
the magnitude of residual risk, and the effectiveness of controls required to manage
treatment residues or remaining risks Following the gnidance under WAC 173-340-
360(3)(e)(1v), Alternative 5, which involves the destruction of PCBs; ranks the highest in
terms of long-term effectiveness. Alternative 4 ranks next to Alternative 5 because this
entails off-site disposal in an engineered, lined, and monitored facility. Alternative 3,
which is Alternative 4 without immediate building removal, ranks a little less than
Alternative 4 Alternative 1, which is on-site isolation or containment, ranks the lowest
in terms of long-term effectiveness. Alternative 2 ranks higher than Alternative 1

Management of short-term risks: This is a measure of the risk to human health and the
environment during construction and implementation, and the effectiveness of measures
that would be undertaken to manage such risks. For all the alternatives, remedial workers
risk exposure to dust or gases For Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, off-site disposal would result
in certain exposure risks through fugitive dust emissions or spills in transit. These risks
are managed through proper handling and treatment methods. Alternatives 4 and 5 rank
the lowest in terms of short-term risks because of the building demolition, soil
excavation, and the soil transport to the landfill or to the incinerator Alternative 3 scores
higher because no immediate building demolition would take place. Alternative 2
involves short-term risks associated with soil mixing and would rank higher than
Alternative 3. Alternative 1 ranks the highest since no soil excavation and transportation

are involved.

[mplementability: This evaluates the ability to implement the alternatives at the Site.
Alternative 1 is the easiest to implement. Alternative 2 ranks next followed by
Alternatives 4 and 5 It is harder to implement Alternative 3 than Alternative 4 or

Alternative 5 because work inside the building is required

Public concerns consideration: The public had an opportunity to comment on these five
alternatives during the public comment period for the draft Feasibility Study Report No

written comments were received during this period.

Based on the analysis of these requirements, Ecology has determined that the
alternative that is permanent to the maximum extent practicable is Alternative 4, as

illustrated im Table 5.

Provide for reasonable restoration time {rame

Criteria for evaluating reasonable restoration time frame are outlined in WAC 173-340-
360{4) and are listed n Section 5.3. Alternatives 4 and 5 rank the highest in terms of
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prov1dmg for redsonable restoration time frame. Alternative 3 zanks a little lower since

contaminated soils would be left underneath the building until the building is removed
and soils undémeath would be excavated. Alternative 2 scores lower since the PCBs in
soils are immobilized and contained but not removed. Alternative 1 scores the lowest.

Consider public comments

The draft FS Repott was mz{de available for public review and comment. No written
‘comments were received; the Feasibility Report was finalized in April 2004. The public

= w - 4old have thé-opportunity to-comment on-the-proposed- cleanup actionin-the Draft
Cleanup Action Plan, '

7.3 Expectations for Cleanup Action Alternatives

Under WAC 173-340-370, it is Ecology’s expectation that all hazardous substances will
be destroyed, detoxified, and/or removed to concentr ations below cleanup levels
throughout sites containing small volumes of hazardous substances, in order to minimize
. the need for long-term management of contaminated materials. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5

Would meet this expectation; Altematlves 1 and 2 would not,
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